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1 See First Report and Order, ET Docket No. 93-7. adopted 
April 4, 1994, 9 FCC Red 1981 (1994). These rules were adopted · 
in response to the provisions of Section 17 of the Cable Con­
sumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992 ( 1992 Cable Act), 
Pub. L. No. 102-385, 106 Slat. 1460, (1992), §17. Section 17 adds 
a new Section 624A to the Communications Act of 1934 that 
requires the Commission to adopt regulations to ensure com­
patibility between cable systems and consumer electronics 
equipment (generally TV receivers and videocassette recorders, 
or VCRs). . 
2 Compatibility problems between cable systems and consumer 
electronics equipment tend to limit or preclude the operation of 
premium features of consumer equipment and/or to affect the 
ability of consumer equipment to receive cable programming. 
For example, use of set-top cable converter/descrambler devices 
(set-top boxes) typically hinders the operation of VCR features 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
1. The Commission is hereby revising and clarifying 

certain aspects of its regulations for ensuring compatibility 
between cable systems and consumer electronics equip­
ment. In particular, we are: 1) clarifying the requirement 
for cable operators to offer subscribers set-top devices with 
multiple tuners; 2) eliminating the prohibition on chang­
ing the infrared (IR) codes used with remote controls; 3) 
clarifying our policy with regard to the Decoder Interface 
connector standard; and, 4) refining the "cable ready" TV 
receiver standards. These revisions and clarifications will 
further our goals of promoting greater compatibility be­
tween cable systems and consumer equipment, fostering 
competition and entry in equipment markets and encour­
aging the dissemination of information on the availability 
of equipment choices. This action is in response to ten 
Petitions for Reconsideration of the First Report and Order 
in this proceeding.1 

II.BACKGROUND 
2. In the First Report and Order, we adopted regulations 

to ensure compatibility between cable systems and con­
sumer electronics equipment, i.e., TV receivers, 
videocassette recorders (VCRs) and similar devices.2 These 
regulations include requirements for cable operators to 
take a number of actions that will improve compatibility 
between existing cable system and consumer TV equip­
ment. They also include rules and standards for both cable 
operators and consumer equipment manufacturers that are 
intended to achieve more effective compatibility through 
new cable and consumer equipment. The rules for improv­
ing compatibility between existing cable system and con­
sumer equipment require that cable operators: 

1) refrain from scramblinf program signals carried 
on the basic tier of service; 

2) offer subscribers supplemental equipment to. en­
able them to use the special features and functions of 
their TV equipment with cable service;4 

3) provide a consumer education program to inform 
subscribers of potential compatibility problems and 
methods for resolving such problems; and,5 

4) allow set-top devices that incorporate remote con­
trol capability to be operated with subscriber-owned 
remote controls.6 

such as timed. recording of sequential programs on different 
channels and recording one program while watching another. 
Set-top boxes also preclude the operation of premium features 
of TV receivers, such as "Picture-in-Picture," that require si­
multaneous tuning of two channels. In addition, current TV 
receivers and VCRs tend to vary in their ability to tune the full 
range of channels offered by cable systems. Compatibility prob­
lems also arise in the use of consumer-owned remote controls 
with set-top boxes provided by cable systems. 
3 Id., at paras. 55-69. 
4 Id., at paras. 47-48. 
s Id., at paras. 71-74. 
6 Id., at paras. 62-63. 



FCC 96-129 Federal Communications Commission Record 11 FCC Red No. 8 

The compatibility rules for new equipment provide mar­
keting rules and technical standards for "cable ready" con­
sumer TV equipment and require that both "cable ready" 
consumer equipment and cable systems use a standard 
cable channel plan.7 

3. We also concluded that more effective compatibility 
between consumer TV equipment and cable systems that 
use scrambling can be achieved through use of a standard 
interface connector, or "Decoder Interface," in "cable 
ready" consumer TV equipment and associated component 
descrambler devices to be provided by cable systems.8 We 
stated that such an approach could eliminate the need for 
use of a set-top cable box. However, based on indications 
that the cable and consumer electronics industries were 
working on a new Decoder Interface standard that will 
serve both existing analog cable operations and also incor­
porate flexibility to support new technologies and services, 
including digital cable service, we decided to allow these 
industry parties additional time to complete the new stan­
dard.9 We therefore indicated that we would establish a 
Decoder Interface standard and address all aspects of its use 
pending the completion of an acceptable new standard. 

4. Ten parties filed Petitions for Reconsideration of the 
First Report and Order. 10 The petitioners all ·support the 
basic approach of our plan for ensuring compatibility. 
They request that we modify or clarify various portions of 
the rules and standards implementing this plan, including 
the supplemental equipment requirement, the consumer 
education requirement, the prohibition on changing IR 
codes used with remote controls, the Decoder Interface 
technical standard, labeling and marketing rules, receiver 
tuning range and tuner performance standards, and cable 
system channelization practices. 11 Nine parties submitted 
responses addressing these petitions and seven parties filed 
replies to the responses. 12 

7 Id., at paras. 78-135. 
8 Id., at paras. 39-40. 
9 We also found that standards are needed for cable digital 
transmissions. We did not, however, adopt standards for cable 
digital service in the First Report and Order, as developmental 
work on cable digital technologies and services has not reached 
a stage where it would be appropriate to specify such regula­
tions. We indicated that we will continue to monitor progress in 
this area and will initiate a separate proceeding on digital stan­
dards issues in the future. We will also be looking at the issue of 
commonality between digital standards for broadcast television 
and cable service in our ATV proceding, MM Docket No. 
87-268. 
10 The parties filing Petitions for Reconsideration of the First 
Report and Order are: ANTEC Corporation (ANTEC), 
Cabievision Systems Corporation (CVS), Cable Telecommunica­
tions Association (CATA), the Consumer Electronics Group of 
the Electronics Industries Association (EINCEG), General In­
strument Corporation (GI), the National Cable Television Asso­
ciation (NCTA), Scientific-Atlanta, Inc. (SA), TeleCable 
Corporation (TeleCable) and Time Warner Entertainment 
Company, L.P. (Time Warner), and Zenith Electronics Cor­
poration (Zenith). Zenith's' petition was late-filed. As this peti­
tion does not raise any additional issues that are not addressed 
in the other petitions, it is being considered .herein. 
It The EIA also observes that some cable operators engage in 
channel mapping, a practice whereby the channel number dis­
played on set-top devices used to receive cable service does not 
correspond to the channel number specified in the EIA IS-132 
channel plan for the frequency used in transmitting the signal. 
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III. RULES FOR EXISTING EQUIPMENT 

A. Supplemental Equipment 
5. In the First Report and Order, we required cable 

operators that use scrambling to offer their subscribers 
supplemental equipment to allow the operation of TV re­
ceivers .and VCRs that make simultaneous use of multiple 
signals.13 We indicated that this capability could be pro­
vided through devices " ... such as by-pass switches, and 
set-top devices that include multiple descramblers and/or 
timers that can be programmed to tune to alternative chan­
nels sequentially ... " The rule for this requirement speci­
fies that such supplemental equipment shall have the 
capability "to allow simultaneous reception of any two or 
more scrambled or encrypted signals ... "14 We also 
delayed the implementation date of the requirement for 
cable operators to offer their subscribers set-top boxes with 
multiple tuners until October 31, 1994.15 

6. Petitions. NCTA and SA request that we modify the 
rules to clarify that beginning in October, 1995, cable 
operators are required to offer set-top devices that provide 
dual, rather than multiple, tuning capability. NCTA states 
that dual tuner set-top deviees will be sufficient to facilitate 
the operation of "Picture-in-Picture" features or the ability 
to watch one program while recording another. It further 
states that incorporating multiple tuners capable of sup­
porting every possible combination of "Picture-in-Picture" 
display into set-top devices would be cost-prohibitive and 
highly impractical given the expected low demand for such 
capability. SA states that the technology for manufacturing 
set-top devices with more than two tuners has not yet 
progressed far beyond the drawing board even for those 
manufacturers who believe that a market for such features· 
might exist. CATA requests that we clarify this rule to 
indicate that supplemental equipment must permit recep­
tion of a minimum of two scrambled or encrypted signals. 

(In the First Report and Order, we adopted EIA IS-132 as the 
standard cable television channel plan.) EIA notes that channel 
mapping was not addressed in the First Report and Order and 
requests that we prohibit this practice. The topic of channel 
mapping also relates to issues concerning the on-channel signal 
carriage requirements and tier buy-through prohibitions in Sec­
tions 76.57 and 76.921, respectively, of our rules. See 47 C.F.R. 
§§76.57 and 76.921. As these issues are beyond the scope and 
record of this proceeding, we are not addressing EIA's request 
for a prohibition on channel mapping herein. 
ll The parties submitting responses are: Cablevision Industries 
Corporation (CVI), Compaq Computer Corporation (Compaq), 
the Consumer Electronics Group of the Electronics Industries 
Association, the Consumer Electronics Retailers Coalition 
(CERC), the Consumer Federation of America/Home Recording 
Rights Coalition (CFNHRRC), General Instrument Corpora­
tion, Hewlett-Packard Company (HP), the National Cable Tele­
vision Association, and Time Warner Entertainment Company, 
L.P. The parties filing replies are: the Consumer Electronics 
Retailers Coalition, the Consumer Electronics Group of the 
Electronics Industries Association, General Instrument Corpora­
tion, Mitsubishi Electronics America, Inc., the National Cable 
Television Association, Time Warner Entertainment Company, 
L.P .. and Zenith Electronics Corporation. 
l3 See First Report and Order, supra, at paras. 47 and 48. 
14 See 47 C.F:R. §76.630(d)(2)(i). 
15 See First Report and Order, supra, at para. 77. 
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7. SA also requests that we clarify that the multiple tuner 
rule is satisfied where cable operators provide two single­
tuner boxes in a "client/server" configuration, thereby 
achieving the same result as a single set-top with two 
built-in tuners. As described by SA, their "client/server" 
set-top equipment design provides the same functionality as 
an integrated dual tuner/descrambler device. Under this 
design approach, the two devices are linked by a commu­
nications cable and software protocol that provides for 
control of all operational features of both devices from the 
primary unit. This also allows use of a single remote 
control receiver in the primary, or "client," device, so that 
the servant device can then be located away from the TV 
receiver if the user is concerned about space or a clutter of 
devices. According to SA, this approach is more cost effec­
tive than a single device with dual tuner/descramblers and 
resolves inventory problems for the cable operator, since a 
single model of set-top box can be used as a stand-alone 
unit, as a client device or as a server device, depending on 
how individual units are installed. 

8. Responses. In its response, EINCEG states that it does 
not oppose limiting the supplemental equipment require­
ment to two tuners and does not contest the petitioners' 
arguments that there is little demand for additional tuners 
and that prov1s1on of such capability may be 
uneconomical. It points out, however, that if the multiple 
tuner requirement is limited to two, some consumer elec­
tronics features such as multiple "Picture-in-Picture," and 
the operation of multiple VCR will not be compatible with 
scrambled cable service. 

9. Decision. We agree with the petitioners that the capa­
bility to tune two scrambled channels is adequate to sup­
port the operation of .the consumer equipment functions 
that we seek to allow through this rule. In this regard, we 
observe that the. capability to simultaneously tune two 
channels will enable consumers to program recording of 
signals on different channels, view one signal .while record­
ing another, and operate the types of "Picture-in-Picture" 
features currently offered in consumer equipment. 16 We 
also recognize NCTA and SA's position that the demand 
for devices that could tune several channels is likely to be 
very low and, therefore, it would be very difficult for 
equipment manufacturers to supply such devices at a rea­
sonable price. Accordingly, we are modifying the rules to 
provide that cable operators that use scrambling are re­
quired to offer supplemental equipment that has the capa­
bility to allow simultaneous reception of at least two 
scrambled signals. In cases where a subscriber would need 
to tune more than two channels simultaneously, such as 
that mentioned by EINCEG, we note that cable operators 
will have the discretion to provide equipment to tune as 
many signals as a subscriber may need or desire. Moreover, 
as cable operators can charge for this equipment, we.would 
expect them to have incentive to fulfill subscriber requests 
for multiple tuning capability up to the limits of available 
equipment. 

16 We note that currently available Picture-in-Picture features 
generally operate with signals provided through two tuners, and 
that in most cases the second tuner is obtained from a separate 
device such as a VCR. 
17 See First Report and Order, supra, at para. 47. 
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10. We agree with SA that provtslon of two devices 
linked by a control system could provide functionality 
equivalent to that of a single device with dual descramblers. 
We also believe the possible administrative efficiency asso­
ciated with such an approach for some cable operators, as 
compared to maintaining a separate inventory of a in­
tegrated devices, is sufficient to balance the concern about 
the additional clutter created for subscribers by a second 
device. Moreover, as Scientific Atlanta indicates, it would 
be possible to locate the second unit away from the visible 
area of the TV set to avoid the appearance of clutter. In 
addition, we are persuaded that it is possible that the cost 
of providing two devices may not be more than that of a 
single integrated device. Accordingly, we will consider the 
provision of two set-top devices linked by a control system 
that provides functionality equivalent to that of a single · 
device with dual descramblers to satisfy the requirement 
that cable operators offer to provide their subscribers with 
set-top devices with dual descramblers. 

11. Our clarification with respect to the "client-server" 
solution proposed by Scientific Atlanta does not, however, 
mean that operators can meet the dual tuner/descrambler 
requirement simply by offering.to provide subscribers with 
two independent set-top boxes. We adopted the require­
ment that operators make set-top boxes with dual tun­
er/descrambler capability available to subscribers that 
requested them because we believed that an integrated 
device would be needed by some subscribers to operate the 
types of special functions of their VCRs and TV receivers 
that are addressed in Section 17 of the 1992 Cable Act.17 
Provision of two independent set-top boxes would not give 
subscribers the same level of functionality. In· particular, 
devices with integrated dual tuner/descramblers may be 
needed to provide the subscriber with simplicity of opera­
tion and minimization of clutter. We are modifying Section 
76,630(c) of the rules to reflect this clarification. We note 
that our rules do not require that each subscriber be given 
a set-top box with dual tuner/descrambler capability, but 
only that such boxes be available to subscribers upon re­
quest. 

Remote Controls 
12. In the First Report and Order, we adopted a require­

ment that cable operators allow their set-top devices that 
incorporate remote control capability to be operated with 
subscriber-owned remote controls or otherwise take no 
action to prevent the use of such remote controls.18 This 
requirement was adopted in response to Section 
624(c)(2)(E) of the Communications Act, which provides 
that the Commission's shall prescribe such compatibility 
regulations as are necessary to "prohibit a cable operator 
from taking any action that prevents or in any way disables 
the converter box supplied by the cable operator from 
·operating compatibly with commercially available remote 
control units." 19 As part of our remote control rules, we 
also prohibited cable operators from changing the IR codes 
used to operate the remote control capabilities of the set­
top devices they employ.20 We further provided that cable 

18 See First Report and Order, supra, at paras. 61-62. This 
requirement is set forth in Section 76.630(b) of 1he rules, 47 
C.F.R. §76.630(b). 
19 See 47 U.S.C. §544a(c)(2)(E). 
20 The restrictions on changing IR codes are set forth in 
Section 76.630(c) of the rules, 47 C.F.R. §76.630(c). 
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operators only may use additional infrared codes for new 
remote control functions that are not included in existing 
customer premises equipment. 

13. Petitions. ANTEC, CATA, CVS, GI, NCTA, SA, 
TeleCable, Time Warner and Zenith request that we recon­
sider the prohibition on changing IR codes. The petitioners 
submit that this rule overlooks the technical, financial, 
legal, and practical problems inherent in providing sub­
scribers with advanced set-top devices that utilize more 
than one set of IR codes and that it underestimates the 
importance of changing remote control codes in the con­
text of set-top device upgrades. NCTA, SA, TeleCable and 
Zenith also argue that the ban on changing IR codes will 
impede competition in the set-top equipment market· and 
lessen subscriber access to advanced services. 

14. The petitioners first argue that there are significant 
technical and economic problems in maintaining the 
functionality of old IR codes in replacement set-top de­
vices. For example, CVS states that in order to maintain 
old IR codes, new devices would need additional memory 
and circuitry, at additional cost. GI and TeleCable further 
state that the IR codes used in different models of equip­
ment sometimes conflict, even where the products are of­
fered by the same manufacturer. 

15. ANTEC, CATA, GI, NCTA, SA, TeleCable, and Time 
Warner argue that IR codes are proprietary and that cable 
operators therefore will not be able to simply specify that 
new set-top devices manufactured by one firm be coded to 
match the remote capabilities of set-top devices from an­
other manufacturer. ANTEC and TeleCable contend that 
the license fees for exi~ting IR codes would make new 
equipment more expensive. NCTA states that, contrary to 
our assessment in the First Report and Order, cable oper­
ators do not have the purchasing power to dictate the 
specific IR codes used by a vendor. 

16. ANTEC, CATA, GI, NCTA, SA, Time Warner and 
Zenith argue that the benefits to subscribers of preserving 
old IR codes sets are minimal. They contend that. in the 
majority of instances, remote controls purchased by sub­
scribers are "universal" devices that will continue to work 
even where existing set-top devices are replaced with equip­
ment that uses different IR codes.! 1 CVS' states that sub­
scribers who have remotes that operate only with an exist­
ing IR code set will not have access to new features and 
therefore will need new remotes regardless of whether the 
existing codes are maintained. 

17. CATA, GI. and NCTA submit that there is no reason 
to expect that cable operators would replace .set-top devices 
in order to disable subscriber-owned remote controls. They 
argue that it would be both costly and impractical for a 
cable operator to engage in this practice. CATA· and GI 
further argue that, given the Commission's actual cost stan­
dard for recovery of regulated equipment charges, the prof­
it potential in sale or lease of remote controls would not be 
a sufficient inducement for a cable operator to undertake a 
program intended to make subscribers use system-provided 
remote· controls. GI states that such behavior is also un­
likely because it would alienate subscribers. 

21 These parties indicate that where remotes have "learning" 
capability, they can be programmed with the proper codes to 
control a new set-top box. Where remotes are pre-programmed 
at the factory, they are typically preprogrammed to operate with 
most existing customer premises equipment. 
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18. The petitioners also argue that the prohibition on 
changing IR codes will make it difficult for cable operators 
to improve their network infrastructure and will thwart the 
introduction of new technology. CVS states that changing 
the IR codes of remote controls can be essential to the 
design of new devices that provide enhanced security and 
new capabilities such as internal bypass switches, TVNCR 
compatibility, improved parental control. CVS also submits 
that no "dual code" set-top devices are currently available 
on the market and that this rule may therefore force it to 
delay major upgrades of its cable systems on Long Island 
and in Connecticut. CVS, GI, and SA argue that the rule 
will make it difficult for cable operators to change equip­
ment vendors, to the detriment of new vendors. 

19. Most of these petitioners ask that the prohibition on 
changing IR cpdes simply be eliminated. Several suggest 
other alternatives. Time Warner suggests that the rule be 
revised to prohibit cabfo operators from changing IR codes 
in installed customer premises equipment, except where 
the new codes are added to allow the introduction of new 
services and features, where equipment containing the 
codes is being suostituted for existing equipment as part of 
a general system upgrade or rebuild, or to recover signal 
security in a system where security has been compromised. 
CVS suggests that the prohibition on changing IR codes be 
replaced with a requirement that cable operators make a 
"good faith" effort to use IR codes that are compatible with 
subscriber-owned remote controls. CAT A recommends that 
we delete the rule and simply monitor cable operators' 
performance in this area and indicate that we will take 
appropriate action in the future if necessary. TeleCable 
similarly requests that we replace the IR code rule with a 
plan that would standardize the IR codes for both cable 
equipment and consumer TV equipment. 

20. Responses. In its response, HP supports the petition­
ers'· request to delete the prohibition on changing IR codes. 
HP argues that this rule creates unnecessary technical com­
plexity for manufacturers while promoting obsolete trans­
mission and coding schemes that should he replaced in 
order to better serve consumer needs. 

21. In opposing responses. CFNHRRC and EINCEG 
argue that restrictions on changing remote control IR codes 
are, in fact, necessary to ensure that consumer-owned· re­
mote controls remain compatible. CFA/HRRC states that 
petitioners' argument that it will he complex and costly for 
new set-top boxes to have more memory or to produce 
multiple versions of set-top boxes to conform to various 
existing IR codes is exaggerated. Contrary to the petition­
ers' claims, CFNHRRC submits that in practice. most 
set-top manufacturers make little, if any attempt, to prevent 
use of their IR codes. EINCEG also submits that cable 
MSOs have great leverage over their set-top box suppliers 
and are in a position to obtain design features at competi­
tive prices from their suppliers. CFNHRRC and EINCEG 
further argue that while pre-programmed universal remotes 
do provide compatibility with most set-top hoxes currently 
on the market, they are useless in cases where cable oper­
ators introduce new set-top boxes that use new IR codes. 
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22. EINCEG contends that, contrary to petitioners' 
claims, cable operators will have an incentive to compel 
subscribers' to use cable-operator provided remotes. While 
it acknowledges GI's point that rate regulation has taken 
the enormous profit out of remote controls, it points out 
that cable operators still earn more profit if they provide 
remotes to subscribers than if subscribers use their own 
remotes. Finally, CFNHRRC and EINCEG disagree with 
the petitioners' position that restrictions on changing IR 
codes will tie each cable operator to one manufacturer. 
CFNHRRC observes that these rules will allow cable oper­
ators to change and upgrade their systems and offer new 
services, so long as the basic IR codes remain the same. 
EINCEG submits that, at a minimum, we should prohibit 
cable operators from introducing set-top boxes that do not 
respond to IR codes that were used for certain basic func­
tions as of the date of the First Report and Order. 

23. Decision. We conclude from the information pre­
sented by the petitioners and responding parties that the 
various technical, financial, and practical considerations 
involved in complying with a requirement for maintaining 
the · functionality of subscriber-owned remote controls 
when cable operators replace set-top boxes are greater than 
appears necessary at this time to ensure that subscriber­
owned remote controls are not rendered prematurely ob­
solete. Information provided in the petitions and responses 
demonstrates that the technical and economic consider­
ations involved in maintaining the functionality of old IR 
codes in new equipment are far more substantial than we 
had previously estimated. As indicated by the petitioners 
and responding equipment manufacturers, we recognize 
that in designing new set-top equipment, manufacturers 
often find it advantageous to redesign IR/remote control 
features, rather than simply extend existing designs by add­
ing new codes for new features. We also recognize NCTA 
and Time Warner's point that IR receivers are much more 
complex and expensive to manufacture in a universal for­
mat than remote control transmitters. Production of set-top 
devices with many different combinations of existing and 
new IR code sets therefore would involve considerable 
additional expense that would ultimately be borne by cable 
subscribers. As GI and Telecable observe, it is also possible 
that the IR codes used in different devices could conflict. 
We are further concerned that, in cases where the nature 
of desirable design changes would make it difficult to in­
clude both new and existing IR systems, the existing rule 
could limit innovation in set-top devices. While it is not 
clear at this time whether manufacturers will be able to 
exercise proprietary rights to IR codes, the uncertainty 
posed by that possibility would certainly complicate the 
application of our rule. 

24. We are also persuaded that the need for a require­
ment to preserve the functionality of existing IR codes is. 
not as great as we had originally concluded. We note that 
in the great majority of cases, subscriber-owned remote 
controls are now of the universal type and will be able to 
command set-top devices with different IR code sets. Where 
the replacement box would use a completely new design, 
the subscriber would, of course need a new remote control. 
We would expect, however, that universal remote controls 
capable of operating the new box would become available 
from retailers as well as cable operators shortly after the 

22 See First Report and Order, supra, at paras. 71-74; see also 47 
C.F.R. §76.630(e). . 
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introduction of newly designed boxes and that such remote 
controls would be comparable in price to those available 
now. We also recognize NCTA, GI and CATA's argument 
that the profit potential in sale or lease of remote controls 
would not provide a sufficient inducement for cable oper­
ators to replace subscriber's set-top boxes. We agree that 
the cost and effort involved in replacing set-top boxes 
coupled with the adverse effect this practice would have on 
subscriber relationships and the fact that consumers would 
be able to buy remote controls from a third party in some 
reasonable time frame greatly reduces the incentive for 
cable operators to engage in this practice. 

25. Finally, we do not believe the prohibition on chang­
ing IR codes to be necessary to implement the statutory 
requirement of Section 624A of the Communications Act 
that we take such steps as may be necessary to prohibit 
cable operators from preventing or disabling their con­
verter units from operating with subscriber-owned remote 
control units. Section 76.630(c) was intended to address 
specific practices by cable operators that we were con­
cerned could adversely affect use of existing subscriber­
owned remote controls. As indicated above, we now believe 
that Section 76.630(c) could effectively deprive cable sub­
scribers of the benefits of new technologies on the basis of 
concerns that seem unlikely to be realized. We are not 
eliminating or otherwise modifying Section 76.630(b) in 
any way, so that cable operators will continue to be prohib­
ited from preventing or disabling their converter units 
from operating with commercially available remote con­
trols. We also observe that the existing language Section 
76.630(b) is sufficiently broad that it would prohibit re­
placement of set-top boxes by a cable operator simply for 
the purpose of disabling subscriber-owned remote control 
units. Accordingly, we are eliminating the requirement that 
the remote control capabilities of any replacement cus­
tomer equipment provided to subscribers by cable oper­
ators must employ the same IR codes used with the 
subscriber·s existing set-top equipment. 

Consumer Education Requirements 
26. In the First Report and Order, we required cable 

operators to provide a consumer education program on 
compatibility matters to their subscribers. This eonsumer 
education program must include information that:22 

1) Some models of TV receivers and VCRs may not 
be able to receive all of the channels offered by the 
cable system when connected directly to the cable 
system; 

2) In cases where a set-top device is used to receive 
service, subscribers may not be able to use certain 
special features and functions of their TV receivers 
and VCRs; and, 

3) In cases where cable system operators offer remote 
control capability with cable system terminal equip­
ment, e.g. set-top devices, and other customer prem­
ises equipment, that remote control units that are 
compatible with that equipment may be obtained 
from other sources, such as retail outlets. 
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This requirement was adopted pursuant to Section 17 of 
the 1992 Cable Act, which provides that the Commission's 
regulations shall require cable operators to provide their 
subscribers with certain kinds of information relating to 
compatibility. 23 

27. Petitions. CVS requests that we expand the consumer 
education requirements to ensure that consumers are aware 
that any cable equipment they purchase could become 
obsolete. CVS observes that many technological advances 
in consumer equipment--such as compact disc players, six­
teen-bit video game and more sophisticated software--have 
emerged to displace incumbent equipment products with a 
large installed base in a short period of time. It argues that 
the market for consumer equipment that is compatible 
with cable systems is no different from other consumer 
equipment and that consumers need to be made aware that 
they face the same risk of product obsolescence in purchas­
ing cable equipment as that encountered when purchasing 
other electronic devices. 

28. Responses. EINCEG opposes CVS's request to ex­
pand the consumer education program, arguing that the 
potential obsolescence of consumer equipment is not re­
lated to the requirements of the 1992 Cable Act that cable 
operators provide subscribers with information on the 
functions of consumer electronics equipment that are af­
fected by cable set-top boxes. EINCEG also states that it is 
by no means clear when equipment becomes obsolete, and 
that even obsolete equipment can continue to provide valu­
able service to the user. 

29. Decision. We do not agree with CVS that the con­
sumer education requirements should be expanded to 
include an advisory to subscribers that equipment they may 
purchase for use in receiving cable service could become 
obsolete. Such a statement would be inconsistent with our 
goals of promoting compatibility between cable system and 
consumer electronics equipment and could also create con­
fusion and unnecessary uncertainty for subscribers that 
might adversely affect their decisions to buy new equip­
ment. We also agree with EINCEG that the potential 
obsol_escence of consumer electronics equipment is not re­
lated to the requirements for consumer information re­
quired under Section 17 of the 1992 Cable Act. In 
particular, those requirements do not address the potential 
obsolescence of consumer electronics e4uipment. Thus. the 
expansion of the consumer education requirements sug­
gested by CVS is not required, or contemplated, by the 
1992 Cable Act. We therefore are denying CVS's request 
that we expand the consumer education requirements to 
include such an advisory. 

DECODER INTERFACE CONNECTOR 
30. In the First Report and Order, we concluded that the 

public interest would be served by adopting an updated 
Decoder Interface standard, rather than the existing 
"multiport" standard.24 We therefore indicated that we 
would defer adoption of a Decoder Interface standard 
pending completion and submission of an acceptable stan­
dard by the Joint Engineering Committee (JEC) of the 
Electronics Industries Association and the National Cable 
Television Association. We further advised the parties de-

23 These requirements are set forth in the new Section 624A of 
the Communications Act, see 47 U.S.C. §544a(c)(2). 
24 See First Report and Order, supra, at paras. 39-42. 
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veloping the new standard that the Decoder Interface con­
nector must allow access control functions, i.e., security, to 
be separated from other functions. We noted that such 
capability would allow non-security functions to be pro­
vided through new products offered by retail vendors or to 
be incorporated into TV receivers and VCRs, thereby pro­
moting competition in the market for equipment used to 
receive cable service. 

31. Petitions. EINCEG requests that we clarify our inten­
tions with regard to the separation of access control from 
other functions in the Decoder Interface standard. In par­
ticular, EINCEG asks that we indicate that we will: 1) 
require the Decoder Interface to be designed in such a way 
as to enable all functions other than access control to be 
provided in competitively supplied equipment; and, 2) re­
quire cable operators to offer component descramblers that 
perform only signal security functions. 

32. NCTA submits that our plan to require that the 
Decoder Interface standard provide for separating access 
control from other functions may put the cable industry at 
a disadvantage in the provision of non-security services. It 
states that this policy could be interpreted as limiting cable 
systems to providing component devices that only allow 
descrambling. NCTA states that cable operators should be 
able to provide devices that offer the full panoply of ser­
vices, provided they do not interfere with or impede the 
ability of a competing video delivery system or third party 
distributor's equipment to connect to the Decoder Inter­
face. NCT A requests that we clarify that allowing access 
control functions to be separated from other functions does 
not mean that cable operators are precluded from using 
Decoder Interface modules that provide functions other 
than access control. 

33. Responses. In their responses, GI and Time Warner 
join NCTA in urging that we clarify that the Decoder 
interface standard will not preclude cable operators from 
offering component descramblers that perform functions 
other than security. GI argues that a restriction on the 
functions provided by component descrambler modules 
would frustrate consumer choices in video features. Time 
Warner states that incorporation of security and non-secu­
rity functions in the same device would allow cable oper­
ators to realize cost savings in the manufacture of 
component descramblers. It notes that the same micropro­
cessor that performs security functions can also be used for 
other functions. 

34. Other responding parties, including Compaq, 
EINCEG, and CERC, urge that we preserve our plan to 
open the market for cable-related consumer electronics 
equipment to full and fair competition. For example, 
EINCEG argues that if consumers can only obtain compo­
nent descramblers that also include non-security functions, 
the non-security features would not be competitively pro­
vided and the whole purpose of the Decoder Interface 
would be defeated. Compaq similarly argues that allowing 
cable systems to bundle non-security functions with secu­
rity functions in the component modules could foreclose 
competition in non-security devices. It states that, in addi­
tion to the market for traditional TV and VCRs, such 
bundling would also adversely effect the ability of produc-
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ers of other products, such as computers that contain tele­
vision tuner boards, to provide the features and functions 
that best meet subscribers needs. 

35. To address this concern, EINCEG, CERC and 
Compaq submit that we should require cable systems to 
make security-only component descramblers available to 
their subscribers. EINCEG recommends that cable systems 
be allowed to bundle security and non-security functions 
into a single box, provided that they also make available an 
unbundled "security only" module. Compaq advises that if 
we adopt this approach, we should also ensure that the 
Decoder Interface apd component descrambler modules 
are designed in a manner that will not allow cable oper­
ators to discriminate against customers that use cable-re­
lated equipment purchased from third-party providers. 
CERC and Compaq recommend that cable operators not 
be allowed to bundle descrambling in component modules 
with non-security features. They believe that requiring 
physical separation of access control functions from equip­
ment providing other, non-security functions is the best 
way to ensure that a competitive market will arise "in the 
hardware that supplies other features and even the features 
themselves. In their replies, NCTA and Time Warner op­
pose the proposals that we require cable operators to pro­
vide component d'escramblers that only perform security 
functions or that we require physical separation of security 
and other features in component modules. NCTA argues 
that there is no demonstrated market demand for security­
only products and that physical separation of these func­
tions will increase the cost and complexity of the 
component modules and create hazards for interoperability. 
Time Warner contends that in order to be competitive, 
cable operators need to be able to integrate non~security 
related functions into component descramblers in the same 
way that consumer electronics manufacturers are allowed 
to integrate such functions in TV receivers and VCRs. 

36. CERC also requests that we extend the Decoder 
Interface design to include new set-top devices. Under this 
plan, all new set-top devices would be required to be 
equipped with a Decoder Interface connector in the same 
manner as "cable ready" TV receivers and VCRs. Such 
devices could be owned by su.bscribers and descrambling 
would be accomplished by attaching the same component 
descrambler modules that would be used with "cable 

· ready" equipment. Consumers could choose to obtain these 
new set-top boxes from either their cable operator or a 
third party vendor. CERC states that the rules for offering 
the security-only module should be the same for both 
"cable ready" devices and set-top boxes. CERC submits that 
this approach would provide cable subscribers that use 
set-top devices with the same choice and competitive bene­
fits in new features as will be enjoyed by subscribers that 
use "cable ready" equipment. 

37. In their replies, GI, NCTA and Time Warner oppose 
CERC's suggestion that we extend the Decoder Interface to 
new set-top devices. They ·state that the efforts to develop 
the Decoder Interface standard have focused on "cable 
ready" consumer equipment and component descramblers 
and that it is not clear how, if at all, the Decoder Interface 

'25 The rule implementing this decision is not included in 
Appendix A, but rather will be included in the rules that are 
adopted in our final decision on the Decoder Interface standard. 
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would work with set-top boxes. GI argues that this sugges­
tion is therefore beyond the scope of the record in this 
proceeding. 

38. Decision. With regard to the positions of both 
EINCEG and NCT A on the Decoder Interface standard, 
we reiterate that it is our intention that the Decoder Inter­
face serve as a means for promoting competition in the 
market for equipment used to receive cable service. We 
believe it is important that participation in this market be 
open to all parties, including cable operators and consumer 
equipment manufacturers. In order to ensure that this 
market is open to all parties, we conclude that it is neces­
sary to require cable operators to offer component 
descramblers that perform only signal access control func­
tions. At the same time, we see no need to preclude cable 
operators from also incorporating signal access control 
functions in multi-function component devices that con­
nect to the Decoder Interface connector. Our decision 
ensures that subscribers will. have several competitive alter­
natives in selecting component descrambler equipment. 
First, a subscriber could choose to obtain a device that 
performs special functions from a retail vendor and, with 
it, use a basic component descrambler provided by the 
cable operator. Alternatively, the subscriber could obtain a 
single device from the cable operator that would perform 
one or more special features and also incorporate the 
descrambling function. Finally, the subscriber could decide 
that he/she .does not want to purchase any additional spe­
cial feature capabilities and simply choose to connect a 
basic component descrambler directly to the Decoder Inter­
face of his/her TV receiver or VCR. Accordingly, as re­
quested by EINCEG, we are clarifying that we intend to: 
1) require that the Decoder Interface be designed fo enable 
all functions other than security control to be provided in 
competitively supplied equipment; and, 2) require cable 
operators to offer component descramblers that perform 
only signal security functions.25 As requested by NCTA, we 
are further clarifying that we do not intend to prohibit 
cable operators from using component modules that con­
nect to the Decoder Interface to provide functions other 
than security. 

39. We also believe that the concept of extending the 
Decoder Interface component descrambler model to set-top 
devices. as suggested by CERC, ·may have merit as a means 
of furthering our goals for both compatibility and promot­
ing competition in the market for equipment used to re­
ceive cable service. Adoption of CERCs proposal, or some 
variation of it. could have important and significant effects 
on the manner in which cable services are provided and 
the design and marketing of equipment used to receive 
those services. We do not, however, have sufficient in-. 
formation and comment before us to support a decision on 
this proposal at this time. We may explore the possibility 
of extending the Decoder Interface to set-top boxes in a 
future proceeding. 
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RULES FOR NEW EQUIPMENT 

Labeling Requirements and Marketing Rules 
40. In the First Report and Order, we required that con­

~umer TV re~eivers and VCRs that incorporate features 
mtended to be used with cable service, but do not fully 
comply with the "cable ready" equipment standards, be 
labeled with an advisory that appears on the device and its 
packaging.26 This advisory must indicate that the product 
does not comply with the FCC standards for cable compati­
ble equipment. As a corollary to this requirement, we also 
specified that equipment that does not comply with the 
"cable ready" standards may not be marketed with ter­
minology that describes the device as "cable ready," or 
".cable compatible," or that otherwise conveys the impres­
sion that the device is fully compatible with cable service.27 

This_ restriction on use of the terminology in marketing 
apphes to all consumer TV devices manufactured or im­
ported .on or after October 31, 1994. 

41. Petitions. EINCEG and Zenith argue that we should 
not impose a negative labeling advisory requirement on 
products that are not claimed to be "cable ready." They 
contend that we should not require equipment manufactur­
ers to actively denigrate their own products. Zenith and 
EINCEG argue that the consumer electronics industry 
already has strong incentives to provide descriptive in­
formation to consumers in order to avoid complaints and 
t~ stimulate demand for more fully-featured products. Ze­
?1th furthe~ argues that the statement required by this rule, 
1f not specifically read by the consumer in the store, will 
only cause confusion among consumers who have already 
purchased a product and have it home. 

42. EINCEG also requests that we clarify the phrase 
"fully compatible with cable service" as used in the context 
of the corollary limitation on use of terminology in the 
marketing of equipment set forth in Section 15. l 9(d)(2) of 
the rules.28 It submits that factual statements about certain 
features of a device or claims relating to the quality of a 
device should be considered claims of partial compatibility 
and therefore outside the aegis of the rule. For example, 
EIAfCEG submits that marketing claims such as a device 
"tunes cable channels with unsurpassed accuracy" or is 
"capable of receiving 125 cable channels" (or 181 channels 
total) should not be considered a representation that a 
device is fully compatible. It further states that inclusion of 
features such as "F connectors" should not be construed to 
imply a claim of full compatibility. 

43. EIAfCEG and Zenith also seek clarification regarding 
the certification statement required under -Canadian Gen~ 
era! Radio Regulations, Part II, Paragraph 19(3)(b). These 
Canadian regulations require that the phrase "Cable Com­
patible Television Apparatus Canada GRR Part II" appear 
on some equipment sold in Canada that would not meet 
the definition of "cable compatible" in the United States. 29 

26 See First Report and Order, supra, at para. 83; see also 47 
C.F.R. § 15.19(d) and § 15. l 18(a). 
27 47 C.F.R. § 15.19(d)(2). 
28 EINCEG notes that examples of language that would be 
considered to convey that a device is fully compatible with cable 
service were not identified in the First Report and Order. 
29 GRR, Part II, Paragraph 19(3)(b) specifies that all television 
receivers marketed in Canada that tune VHF; UHF, and mid-

EINCEG and Zenith submit that manufacturers should 
not be prohibited from labeling equipment sold in the U.S. 
with a phrase required by the government of Canada and 
that the Canadian label cannot reasonably be construed to 
imply conformance with the Commission's regulations. Ze­
nith states that the most cost effective method for 
complying with this Canadian requirement is to emboss the 
statement in the rear cabinet panel, where it is unlikely to 
cause confusion for consumers. It states that eliminating 
the Canadian certification statement from its products 
would require it to make separate models for each country 
solely to comply with different government labeling re­
quirements. These parties ask that we allow that manufac­
turers to include the Canadian GRR Part II label on 
equipment marketed in this country that does not meet the 
definition of "cable compatible" in our rules. 

44. EIAfCEG submits that the October 31, 1994, date for 
implementing the restriction on using the terms "cable 
ready" and "cable compatible" in marketing products that 
do not fully comply with the "cable ready" equipment 
standards falls in the middle of the equipment "model 
year.1130 It states that this date poses problems for 
manufacturers who printed large quantities of marketing 
materials for the 1994 model-year's products, some of 
which use the term "cable ready" or the equivalent.31 To 
avoid disruption and additional expense for manufacturers, 
EIAfCEG requests that we delay the implementation date 
for this restriction until the end of the model year, i.e., 
June 30, 1995. Zenith supports this request. 

45. Responses. In their responses, Cablevision Industries 
Corporation (CVI) and NCTA oppose EINCEG's request 
that we eliminate the advisory labeling requirement. They 
argue that the advisory labeling is needed to help consum­
ers who are purchasing equipment to avoid confusion 
about the extent to which available products are compati­
ble with cable service. CVI contends that, because of the 
manner in which equipment is presented in retail outlets 
equipment shortcomings often manifest themselves only 
after a consumer makes a purchase and tries to use it at 
home. 

46. NC:TA opposes EIAfCEG"s request that we clarify 
· our requirement. that marketing material used with equip­
men~ other ~han "cable ready" equipment must not convey 
the 1mpress1on that the device is fully compatible with 
cable service. It believes that use of broad marketing state­
ments such as "tunes cable channels with unsurpassed 
accuracy" or "is capable of receiving 125 cable channels" 
would lead a reasonable consumer to assume that a prod­
uct is completely compatible with cable service. In its reply 
comments, EINCEG argues that the broad, open-ended 
interpretation suggested by NCTA would effectively prevent 
TV receiver manufacturers from making any factual state­
ments about the capabilities of products that are not "cable 
ready." 
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band and super-band cable channels contain a permanent label 
or marking in the English and French languages that states 
"Cable Compatible Television Apparatus Canada GRR Part II." 
30 The EINCEG indicates that, depending on the manufac­
turer, the model year for consumer electronics products typi­
c?lly runs approximately from July I to June 30. 
3 In an ex parte letter of September 12, IQQ4, EINCEG 
estimates that the cost of reprinting marketing materials across 
all brands of consumer electronics equipment would exceed $4 
million. 
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47. NCTA also opposes EWCEG's request that we ex­
tend the date for implementing the restriction on using the 
terms "cable ready" and "cable .compatible" in marketing 
products that do not fully comply with the "cable ready" 
equipment standards. It contends that the printing costs 
associated with marketing materials are just a fraction of 
the several billion dollar-a-year consumer TV business. In 
reply, EINCEG and Mitsubishi submit that the cost of 
reprinting marketing materials is, in fact, a significant con­
sideration in the highly competitive consumer electronics 
industry, where profit margins are small. 

48. Decision. Our concern in adopting the advisory label­
ing requirement for TV receiving devices that incorporate 
some features intended to be used with cable service was to 
assist consumers in differentiating between products that 
are "cable ready" and other products. On reconsideration, 
we agree with the EINCEG that a negative advisory re­
quirement could cause consumers confusion about the ca­
pabilities of TV products. In particular, we are concerned 
that a negative advisory could lead consumers to doubt the 
quality of products that might, in fact, meet their needs 
very well. The inadvertent effect of the advisory could, in 
fact, be to lead individual consumers to purchase equip­
ment that has more capabilities than they might need or 
use. We share CVl's concern that consumers need informa­
tion to assist them in understanding the capabilities of new 
equipment. We also believe, however, that equipment man­
ufacturers have incentives to provide adequate positive de­
scriptive information to consumers about the features of 
different models of equipment to enable them to make 
appropriate choices. We conclude that these incentives, 
coupled with the requirement that devices that do not fully 
comply with the "cable ready" standards may not be 
marketed with terminology that describes the device as 
fully compatible with cable service, are sufficient to ensure 
that consumers will be able to differentiate between the 
capabilities of various products. Accordingly, we are elimi­
nating the advisory labeling requirement for consumer TV 
equipment that incorporates features intended to be used 
with cable service, but does not folly comply with the 
"cable ready" equipment standards. 

49. In response to EINCEG's question regarding the 
meaning of the term "fully compatible with cable service," 
we are clarifying that factual statements about the various 
features of a device that are intended for use with cable 
service or the quality of such features are acceptable so 
long as such statements do not imply that the device is 
fully compatible with cable service. We do not consider 
statements relating to individual features that provide "par­
tial" compatibility, such as those mentioned by EINCEG, 
to be representations that a device is fully compatible. That 
is, statements and claims relating to product features are 
generally acceptable where they are limited to one or more 
specific features of a device, rather than the device as a 
whole. We disagree with NCTA that statements about in­
dividual features will convey the impression that a device is 
fully compatible with cable service. Certain characteriza­
tions should be avoided, however. For example, we con­
sider claims that convey that a device "is compatible with 
cable service," "provides compatibility with cable service," 

32 See First Report and Order, supra, at paras. 89, 90 and 134; 
see also 47 C.F.R. § 15.118(b) and §76.605(a)(2). EIA IS-132 
provides channels across all frequencies from 54 MHz up to 1 

or "is ready to use with cable service" to imply that the 
device is fully compatible. We are modifying the language 
of Section 15.19(d)(2) to incorporate this clarification. 

50. We do not find it necessary to require that equip­
ment manufacturers omit the Canadian GRR Part II label 
from products marketed in the United States. This label is 
generally embossed or otherwise applied on the rear cabi­
net of a device, as indicated by Zenith, so that it is not 
readily apparent to consumers, especially when they are 
shopping for a new unit. We therefore believe that so long 
as the Canadian · 1abel is carried on a device in an in­
conspicuous location and manner, its presence is not likely 
to lead consumers to believe incorrectly that a device is 
fully compatible. We also recognize the advantages of al­
lowing manufacturers to produce one model of a device for 
sale in both Canada and the United States. Accordingly, we 
are clarifying that Section 15.19(d) of the rules does not 
prohibit equipment manufacturers from applying the Cana­
dian GRR II label to TV receivers and VCRs marketed in 
the United States that do not fully comply with the "cable 
ready" equipment standards in Section 15.118 of the rules, 
if that label is carried on the device in an inconspicuous 
location and manner. 

51. Finally, we have allowed the October 31, 1994, effec­
tive date of the restriction on use of the terms "cable 
ready" and "cable compatible" or other terminology that 
conveys the impression that a device is fully compatible 
with cable service in marketing products that do not fully 
comply with the "cable ready" standards to go into effect 
on schedule. We believe it was important to maintain the 
established schedule for this rule in order that misinforma­
tion of consumers about the capabilities of TV receiving 
equipment cease as expeditiously as is reasonably possible. 
While we recognize that this has resulted in some addi­
tional burden for some equipment manufacturers, we do 
not· believe that the additional design and printing costs are 
extraordinary. We also note that manufacturers were not 
obligated to modify marketing materials and labeling asso­
ciated with devices manufactured or imported before effec­
tive date of the rule. Accordingly. we are denying 
EINCEG's request that we delay the effective date of this. 
rule. 

Channel Tuning 
52. In the First Report and Order, we adopted the EIA 

IS-132 channel plan as the standard cable television chan­
nel plan.32 We specified that both "cable ready" consumer 
TV equipment and cable systems will be required to adhere 
to this channel plan. "Cable ready" TV receivers and VCRs 
will be required to be capable of receiving all NTSC or 
similar video channels on EIA IS-132 channels up to a 
minimum frequency range of 806 MHz. Cable systems will 
be required to conform to EIA.IS-132 for all analog chan­
nels they transmit in the frequency range 54 MHz to 1002 
MHz.3 :1 

53. EINCEG requests we revise the minimum upper 
tuning requirement for "cable ready" consumer equipment 

· to be 804 MHz, rather than the 806 MHz standard cur­
rently specified:14 It states that 804 MHz is the upper 
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GHz and beyond. 
33 The rules do not require cable operators to activate channels 
for all of the frequencies specified in EIA IS-132. 
34 The 806 MHz minimum upper tuning requirement car-
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frequency boundary for channel 12S in EIA IS-132. It also 
requests that we modify the upper limit of the frequency 
range over which the "cable ready" receiver performance 
standards apply to conform with the 804 MHz limit. 

S4. CATA requests that we increase the upper tuning 
requirement for "cable ready" consumer electronics equip­
ment to 1002 MHz. It argues that requiring cable systems 
to conform to the standard channel plan up to 1002 MHz 
while only requiring "cable ready" TV sets and VCRs to 
tune up to 806 MHz could quickly lead to new channel 
incompatibility problems. CATA contends that while some 
parties anticipate that cable systems will use the higher 
portions of the spectrum for digital transmissions, this 
should not be assumed. CATA submits that we should not 
presume that the cable industry's pattern of expanding its 
spectrum use with regularity will be broken merely be­
cause some systems chose to use spectrum saving technol-
ogies. ' 

SS. Responses. In its response, EIA/CEG asks that we 
deny CATA's request to extend the upper tuning require­
ment for "cable ready" devices up to 1002 MHz. It states 
that there is no basis for raising the upper tuning require­
ment to 1002 MHz. EIA/CEG argues that virtually all 
existing cable systems are built to a maximum operating 
range of 750 MHz, and that this is. also the current trend 
for both new and rebuilt systems, including those with new 
digital network ~!ant being deployed by telephone and 
cable companies. 5 It further argues that the expense of 
operating cable plant at the higher frequencies is likely to 
discourage cable operators from using this spectrum any 
time soon, and that if this spectrum is ever used it will 
likely be for digital signals. Finally, EIA/CEG states that 
increasing the upper tuning requirement would increase 
the cost of TV receivers in order to tune frequencies that 
are not used and that this additional cost could. discourage 
production of "cable ready" devices. 

S6. Decision. In the First Report and Order, we adopted . 
806 MHz as the required upper limit of the tuning range 
for "cable ready" consumer equipment. This frequency was 
chosen because it reflects the broadcast receiver require­
ments of Section 15.117(b) of our Rules and thefact that 
TV receivers normally incorporate a single tuner for turf­
ing both cable and broadcast channels. We recognize, how­
ever, that when operating in the cable mode, tuners in 
cable ready equipment are in many cases tuned to a fre­
quency which is offset relative to that which would be used 
for reception of off-the-air broadcasting. In particular, we 
note that at UHF frequencies, cable operations are con­
ducted at approximately 2 MHz lower in frequency than 
over-the-air broadcast transmissions. Therefore it is not 
necessary for consumer equipment when operating in the 
cable mode to be capable of receiving frequencies at the 
top edge of broadcast channel 69. In the EIA IS-132 cable 
channel plan, the closest channel to broadcast channel 69 

responds to the upper boundary of UHF TV channel o9. 
35 Zenith observes that only three systems have been built 
with a maximum operating frequency of I GHz, and that these 
were constructed merely to provide additional channel capacity 
for marketing test trials. It also notes that advent of digital 
compression and new transmission technologies has obviated the 
need for such additional capacity. 
36 See First Report and Order, supra, at para 98; see also 47 
C.F.R. § 15.118(c)(4). 
37 See Electronic Industries Association "RF Interface Speci­
fications for Television Receiving Devices and Cable Television 
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is cable channel 12S which has an upper channel edge 
frequency of 804 MHz. We are therefore amending our 
rules to require that "cable ready" TV receivers and VCRs 
be capable of tuning channels 1 through 12S of the EIA 
IS-132 channel plan. This change will effectively specify an 
upper tuning requirement of 804 MHz in the cable mode, 
as recommended by the EIA/CEG. · 

57. We are not persuaded that the required tuning range 
should be extended as requested by CATA. We continue to 
believe that 804 MHz is an appropriate choice for the 
minimum upper tuning requirement. We find no reason to 
alter our previous assessment that cable operators generally 
are not expected to use frequencies above 800 MHz and 
that a higher tuning requirement would unnecessarily add 
to the cost of consumer TV sets and VCRs. Accordingly, 
we ·are denying CAT A's request. 

Tuner Overload 
S8. In the First Report and Order, we required that the 

tuners of "cable ready" consumer TV equipment suppress 
distortion (beat frequency) products on any frequency in 
the desired channel at least SS dB below the visual 
carrier.36 

59. Petitions. EIA/CEG and Zenith request that we lower 
the beat frequency suppression requirement regarding tun­
er overload to 51 dB, as recommended by the Cable­
Consumer Electronics Compatibility Advisory Group. They 
argue that the higher beat suppression standard of SS dB is 
not necessary to prevent tuner overload and will unneces­
sarily increase the cost of producing receivers. EIA/CEG 
notes th~t our rationale for adopting the S5 dB standard 
was partly based on the potential for the signal .level. re­
ceived from a cable system to be as high as +20 dBmV. It 
submits that under the standards for cable systems specified 
in EIA Draft Standard IS-23, + 20 dB is the maximum 
level for any individual signal, and that the average signal 
level for all visual carriers must be less than + 15 dBmV.37 

EIA/CEG and Zenith argue that because of the need to 
avoid overload in the cable system itself, cable· operators 
have an incentive to keep signals as low as possible. They 
state that the total energy output level of most cable sys­
tems is actually much lower than an average of + 15 dBmV 
per visual carrier, and that a 51 dB limit would, therefore, 
be more than adequate.38 · 

60. Responses. In its response, CVI recommends that we 
retain the tuner overload performance standard established 
in the First Report and Order. CVI submits that, consistent 
with that standard, set-top boxes used by the cable industry 
provide at least 55 dB of distortion when the input signal is 
+ 15 dBmV. It states that if the performance standard for 
consumer electronics equipment is reduced below that for 
set-top devices, then subscribers using "cable ready" TVs 
and VCRs will receive impaired signals when compared to 

Systems, EIA Draft Standard IS-23." This standard is used by 
the cable industry and consumer electronics manufacturers to 
provide an effective interface between cable service and con­
sumer electronics products. 
38 Zenith states that typical cable systems operate near +6 
dBmV, which would provide a 9 dB improvement in second 
order distortion products and even more improvement in third 
order distortion products. 



11 FCC Red No. 8 Federal Communications Commission Record FCC 96-129 

service received through a set-top box. In reply, EINCEG 
argues that cable operators are only required to meet a 51 
dB distortion suppression standard, that the typical input 
level to tuners from cable service is typically + 10 dBmV, 
not + 15 dBmV, and that tuners generally perform 5 to 6 
dB better than their specification in order to ensure com­
pliance in high volume production. 

61. Decision. We agree with the petitioners' that the 
current tuner overload standard and associated testing pro­
cedure may place an economic burden on "cable ready" 
consumer equipment beyond that necessary for proper op­
eration with the majority of U.S. cable systems. We there­
fore believe that some modification of the overload 
suppression standard is in order. We are not, however, 
convinced that consumer equipment should not be held to 
a tighter standard than cable systems under Part 76 of the 
rules. We note that signal distortions resulting from signal 
ove.rload are cumulative in nature. Thus, the combined 
distortion products of a cable system and a tuner connected 
to that system may result in interference that is worse than 
that caused by eith.er of them individually. We therefore 
continue to believe that a suppression level greater than 
requested by the petitioners is necessary to avoid the delete­
rious effects of tuner overload. 

62. In considering this issue, we recognize that cable 
systems have similar difficulties as consumer equipment 
manufacturers in suppressing distortion . products at fre­
quencies . above 550 MHz. As EINCEG notes, these 
difficulties typically lead cable systems to operate with low­
er signal levels at frequencies above 550 MHz. We therefore 
believe it would acceptable to reduce the required suppres-

. sion level for signals above 550 MHz to 51 dB as requested 
by the EINCEG and Zenith. Accordingly, we are 
amending Section 15.118(c)(4) to require that spurious sig­
nals within the IF passband shall be attenuated at least 55 
dB below the visual carrier from 54 to 550 MHz and at 
ieast 51 dB from 550 to 804 MHz. We are also modifying 
our associated testing procedure to reflect this relaxation. 
We believe that this modification of the tuner overload 
standard will reduce the cost of compliance and at the 
same time continue to provide the same level of perfor­
mance for consumer equipment. 

Image Channel Interference 
63. In the First Report and Order, we re4uired that "cable 

ready" consumer TV equipment suppress image channel 
signals by at least 60 dB for all frequencies from 54 MHz 
up to and including 806 MHz.39 

64. Petitions. EINCEG requests that the image channel 
suppression standard be lowered to SO dB for fre4uencies 
in the range 714 MHz to 804 MHz. It submits that the 
potential for image channel interference at a particular 
frequency comes from a frequency 90 MHz (or 15 chan­
nels) above the desired signal. EINCEG states that there­
fore the highest frequency of concern is 714 MHz, which is 
90 MHz below the maximum frequency at 804 MHz. It 
submits that at desired channel frequencies above 714, the 
image channel products would be beyond 804 MHz and 
thus would be out of the tuning range of "cable ready" 

39 Image channels are frequencies that are removed from 14 
and 15 channels from the desired channel. 
4° First Report and Order, supra, at paragraph 97 
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equipment. EINCEG therefore believes that 50 dB woul~ 
be sufficient as the image channel suppression standard 
between 714 MHz and 804 MHz. 

65. Decision. The EINCEG's recommendation for reduc­
ing the image channel suppression standard for frequencies 
above 714 MHz appears reasonable in light of the expecta­
tion that signals on frequencies above 804 MHz or 90 MHz 
above the desired signal will be of relatively lower am­
plitude. The EINCEG's relaxed specifications for image 
suppression at higher frequencies reflects its previously 
stated position that these frequencies are likely to be used 
for low amplitude digital signals.40 We agree with the peti­
tioner and are modifying the image channel interference 
rejection requirements for cable ready equipment to be 60 
dB from 54 to 714 MHz and 50 dB above 714 MHz 
through 804 MHz. 

ORDERING CLAUSES 
66. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that Parts 15 and 76 

of the Commission's Rules ARE AMENDED as specified 
in Appendix A, effective 30 days after publication in the 
Federal Register. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT the 
Petitions for Reconsideration of the First Report and Order 
in this proceeding filed by ANTEC Corporation, 
Cablevision Systems Corporation, Cable Telecommunica­
tions Association, the Consumer Electronics Group of the 
Electronics Industries Association, General Instrument 
Corporation, the National Cable Television Association, 
Scientific-Atlanta, Inc., TeleCable Corporation and Time 
Warner Entertainment Company, L.P., and Zenith Elec­
tronics Corporation ARE GRANTED to the extent dis­
cussed above and ARE DENIED in all other respects. 

67. This action is taken pursuant to Sections 4(i), 7(a), 
302, 303(c), 303(f), 303(g), and 303(r) of the Cominunica­
tions Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. Sections 154(i), 
157(a), 302, 303(c), 303(f), 303(g), and 303(r). 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

William F. Caton 
Acting Secretary 




